December 21, 1995

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
THE FRANKLIN DELANO ROO-
SEVELT MEMORIAL COMMISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). Without objection, pursu-
ant to the provisions of Public Law 84—
372, the Chair announces the Speaker’s
appointment to the Franklin Delano
Roosevelt Memorial Commission the
following Members of the House:

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania and Mr.
HINCHEY of New York.

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1655,
INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, | call up
House Resolution 318 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 318

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 1655) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1996 for intelligence and intel-
ligence-related activities of the United
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes. All points of
order against the conference report and
against its consideration are waived. The
conference report shall be considered as
read.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, this is an appropriate
rule for a conference report and | am
delighted to bring it to the House so
that we may expeditiously consider the
intelligence authorization conference
report for fiscal year 1996. This rule
waives all points of order against the
conference report and against its con-
sideration, and | would like to com-
mend Chairman CoMBEST and his staff
for diligently providing our Rules Com-
mittee with detailed information about
the types of waivers that this bill re-
quires. In addition this rule provides
that the conference report shall be con-
sidered as read.

Mr. Speaker, as a conferee who
worked on this bill, I am very proud of
our final product. Members should

know that, despite all the partisan
rhetoric that’s been flying in this Cap-
itol in recent weeks, this legislation is
the product of bipartisan cooperation
in the finest tradition of this House.
Oversight of intelligence policy and
implementation of crucial national se-
curity programs are very, very serious
subjects and its oversight is taken very
seriously. The Members of the House
Committee on Intelligence, and our
counterparts in the other body, sorted
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through a multitude of complex and
vexing problems in order to complete
this conference report. Although it is
fashionable in today’s environment to
bash the intelligence agencies and
complain about problems that have
come to light, | think most Americans
realize that today’s highly complicated
and chaotic world demands that our
policymakers have accurate and timely
information—perhaps more so in this
modern information age than in any
other time in our history. Of course, we
must ensure that we learn from the
mistakes of the past—the highly public
mistakes we’ve all read about—so that
we don’t make such mistakes again.
And we must also ensure that our fi-
nite resources are being put to their
most effective and appropriate use and,
frankly, that is what this bill is about.
My colleagues, this process of review
and assessment won’t stop there. Our
committee is undertaking a com-
prehensive review of our intelligence
capabilities and how they can carry us
into the next century; and | am proud
to be a part of that effort under Mr.
COMBEST’s and ranking member DICK’s
leadership. Likewise, the former Aspin
Commission—now known as the Brown
Commission—is conducting a major re-
view at direction of Congress. As a
member of both those efforts, | assure
my colleagues that this important sub-
ject is being carefully addressed and we
will have reports to you back next
spring. As an important piece of that
whole picture, | urge my colleagues to
support this rule and support the con-
ference report on H.R. 1655.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume, and | thank the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for yielding
the customary 30 minutes of debate
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, we support this rule for
the consideration of the conference re-
port for the Intelligence Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1996. There was no
objection from the minority on the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence to the waivers that the rule
provides for the conference report, and
we do not oppose them.

Among the potential points of order
that are protected against are those for
violations of scope, germaneness re-
quirements, prohibition on appropria-
tions in a legislative bill, and the
Budget Act requirements. The rule is,
of course, waiving the 3-day layover re-
quirement. We are reluctant, ordi-
narily, to provide that particular waiv-
er, because we believe Members should
have ample time to review the legisla-
tion they are voting on, but we did
agree in this instance this particular
waiver of the 3-day layover rule is not
at all unreasonable.

O 1045

Mr. Speaker, the minority on the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence supports the substance of the
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conference agreements. | am sure we
will hear more about the provisions of
the agreement during the debate on the
conference report itself that will fol-
low.

The original House bill did, however,
contain several controversial provi-
sions, including the handling of certain
National Reconnaissance Office activi-
ties. Because of their classified status,
these issues cannot be discussed in de-
tail, but Members should be aware that
the chairman described those changes
as the only major departure in the bill
from the administration’s request for
the National Foreign Intelligence Pro-
gram.

During House consideration of the
bill, the minority on the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence ex-
pressed the hope that the reservations
about the NRO would be addressed in
the conference on this legislation with
the Senate. We trust that they were
addressed satisfactorily.

We were also concerned about the
limit the committee place on spending
for carrying out the President’s Execu-
tive order of April 17 of this year that
prescribes a uniform system for
classifying and declassifying national
security information.

The President has properly recog-
nized the need to ensure that Ameri-
cans know about the activities of their
Government, when it is possible to
make that information public. We con-
tinue to believe that a carefully pre-
scribed system is long overdue for de-
classifying documents that remain
classified for no reason other than iner-
tia.

The debate over the cost of compli-
ance with the Executive order was the
main obstacle to implementation of
that Executive order. We understand
that the conference agreement pro-
vides more flexibility than the House
bill from the several intelligence agen-
cies in carrying out this Executive
order, and we support that decision.

We are also supportive of the con-
ferees’ decision to tighten up the
change in the National Security Act
that would allow the President to
delay the imposition of economic sanc-
tions against a foreign country in cer-
tain cases. We understand that minor-
ity Members who raised concerns about
that provision agree with the con-
ference report action in this respect.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, we understand
that the conference committee agreed
to increase the authorization for the
environmental task force, which has
been successful in making environ-
mental information derived from intel-
ligence more accessible to the general
public and to the scientific commu-
nity.

We had been very concerned about
the level of funding for the task force
in the House bill, which had been a dis-
appointing $5 million. We understand
that the conferees agreed on a funding
level of $15 million. We would have pre-
ferred the $17.6 million requested by
the President, but the conference
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agreement is certainly much better
than the House version, and we wel-
come this improvement in the legisla-
tion.

The work of the task force, estab-
lished in 1993, has been very impres-
sive. We are pleased that the conferees
agree that the outstanding accomplish-
ments associated with it should be sup-
ported.

This initiative is another way to
bring the information that is collected
by intelligence assets, and that is prop-
er to share to policymakers and sci-
entists. It promises to help us better
understand the consequences of long-
term environmental change and help us
better manage crisis situations involv-
ing natural and ecological disasters.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important bill
that recognizes the significant chal-
lenges that the U.S. intelligence com-
munity continues to face in adapting
to the post-cold-war world. The con-
ference agreement reflects a slight de-
crease in the intelligence budget,
which some Members will welcome and
others decry.

Mr. Speaker, | would point out, how-
ever, especially to those who might be
tempted to criticize the decrease in
spending in this legislation, that the
modest reduction is the result of cuts
in the huge NRO special carry-over ac-
count that was made public earlier this
year. | think all agree that the con-
ferees made the correct and proper de-
cision in following the appropriators’
lead in cutting that NRO special ac-
count.

Mr. Speaker, we all want to help en-
sure that the United States maintains
the ability to provide timely and reli-
able intelligence to its policymakers
and military commanders, and we
think the committee has developed a
responsible budget for the intelligence
agencies and activities.

Despite the demise of the Soviet
Union, the world clearly remains an
unpredictable and dangerous place; we
know that all too well as we watch
American servicemen and women enter
Bosnia to help keep the peace there.
There is, obviously, a great need for ef-
fective intelligence, especially in light
of the worldwide reduction of U.S.
military personnel.

The intelligence community should
continue to be encouraged to review
their operations, discarding those that
are no longer necessary, strengthening
those that remain important, and de-
vising new ones when they are called
for.

The appropriate missions of an intel-
ligence agency will always be a con-
troversial and most appropriate subject
in a Nation founded on Democratic
principles.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, | again con-
gratulate the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. CoMBEST], chairman of the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
and the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. Dicks], ranking minority member,
for helping to guide this legislation
through the conference committee, and
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for their excellent work in general in
leading this committee in a very dif-
ficult time.

Mr. Speaker, to repeat, we support
the rule, and we urge its adoption, so
that we may proceed with consider-
ation of the intelligence authorization
bill.

Mr. DICKS. Mr.
gentleman yield?

Mr. BEILENSON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | would like
to commend my good friend and col-
league, the gentleman from California
[Mr. BEILENSON], who was a former
chairman of the House Permanent
Committee on Intelligence, for a very
good statement.

Mr. Speaker, | thought the gentle-
man’s statement fairly and very accu-
rately summarized the bill and the pro-
visions in it, and we appreciate the co-
operation of the Committee on Rules
and | want to commend the gentleman
for his interest in intelligence, his
leadership of this committee, and his
continued fine work in this body.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | thank the gen-
tleman from Washington very much for
his kind comments.

Mr. Speaker, | again say that we
strongly support this rule and the bill,
and we thank especially the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. CoMBEST], the distin-
guished chairman of the committee,
and the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. Dicks], the distinguished ranking
member, for all of their good work this
year and in years past on this very dif-
ficult and important committee.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | would asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks] about the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BEILENSON]. | thought that
was an excellent statement, and par-
ticularly compelling coming from the
gentleman from California, given his
experience and deep knowledge of this
subject, and | would also say his com-
mitment to it over the years.

Mr. Speaker, the only area I might
take a little bit of exception, | think of
Mark Twain when | think of the Soviet
Union these days: The demise of the
death being greatly exaggerated. After
the elections last Sunday, | am not so
sure that we are where we think we
are, sometimes.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST],
chairman of the committee.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss]
for his support in pushing this rule. |
also thank the Committee on Rules for
granting the rule that was requested
by myself and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks]. | also want to thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for this active
role in the Permanent Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence, where he as well

Speaker, will the
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sits, and the gentleman from Califor-
nia, former chairman of the commit-
tee, for his continued interest in intel-
ligence activities; for his continued
help in the rules process; and, for his
continued friendship.

Mr. Speaker, | would certainly urge
passage of this rule. | strongly support
it.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, | urge
support of the rule, and | yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, we had other
speakers, but they are not on the floor.
Since the gentleman from California
[Mr. BEILENSON] has yielded back all
time, | will yield back all time also,
and | move the previous question on
the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
1655) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1996 for the intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the
U.S. Government, community manage-
ment account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency retirement and disabil-
ity system, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | would inquire as to whether
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks], the ranking Democrat, is in
favor of this conference report and
would yield to the gentleman for the
purpose of answering that question.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I am in
favor of the conference report.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, therefore, under the rules, |
claim the 20 minutes to be allotted to
a Member in opposition when both the
other Members are in favor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to rule XXVIII, the time will be di-
vided three ways. The gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ComBEST] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicks] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Com-
BEST] is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
conference report on H.R. 1655, the In-
telligence Authorization Act for fiscal
year 1996. The conference report, and
the House and Senate bills that led up
to it, were the product of a great deal
of hard work. As | stated when we de-
bated the original authorization bill,
the House Permanent Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence held 11 hearings, 20
Member briefings, and even more staff
briefings to craft this legislation.
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I wish to take a moment to thank
our staff for their hard work. In the
course of this year, they have not only
helped prepare an authorization bill
that will lead us in new and positive di-
rections, but also have had a full agen-
da of such issues as the Ames damage
assessment—which remains the subject
of wild claims and few concrete find-
ings in terms of the effects of U.S. pol-
icy decisions; allegations about activi-
ties in Guatemala; and our major effort
for the 104th Congress, “I1C21: The In-
telligence Community in the 21st Cen-
tury.” | am pleased to report that 1C21
is on time and on schedule, and we
hope to be back before you next year
with legislative proposals that will
strengthen and modernize our intel-
ligence community.

I want to thank our colleagues in the
Senate. | have been engaged in ongoing
negotiations with Chairman SPECTER
and Vice Chairman BoB KERREY of the
Senate Select Committee on Intel-
ligence. They were always dedicated,
gentlemanly, and forthcoming as we
worked out the necessary com-
promises. It was a pleasure working
with them and the rest of the Members
and staff of that committee. | have en-
joyed working with the ranking mem-
ber, Mr. Dicks. Although we have had
our differences, we have worked them
out to present this report.

I would like to say a few words about
the authorization we have just com-
pleted. This bill authorizes funds for all
U.S. intelligence and intelligence-re-
lated activities. It is integral to our
national security. As | said earlier this
year, the original submission we got
from the administration was a dis-
appointment. It was a very static bill,
preoccupied with this year’s funding,
but showing no sense of vision, no
sense of where they would like the in-
telligence community to be as we enter
the 21st century. That is why we are
excited about the new directions we
have forged in such areas as the na-
tional reconnaissance program.

As my colleagues know, a great deal
of this authorization is, of necessity,
classified. | once again urge my col-
leagues to take the time to visit our
committee offices and go over the clas-
sified portions of the bill. You will not
only come away better informed, but
you will also have a much better sense
of the breadth and depth of the intel-
ligence community. What you will not
get, unfortunately, is a sense of the
thousands of dedicated employees who
make it work. It was with some sur-
prise and no little dismay that | read,
only a few weekends ago, that the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence said he
“did not find many first class minds in
the ranks.”” He said that ‘““‘compared to
uniformed officers, [intelligence offi-
cers] certainly are not as competent, or
as understanding of what their relative
role is and what their responsibilities
are.” That may be the DCI’s benighted
view of the intelligence community,
but it is not one that I or, I am sure,
most of my colleagues share.
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I want to highlight one provision of
our bill that is in the classified annex
only because of how the bill is struc-
tured, but is not classified in and of it-
self. Members may be aware of an
agreement by the Director of Central
Intelligence, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to merge a large number of agen-
cies and offices that deal with imagery,
into something that they are calling
the National Imagery and Mapping
Agency, or NIMA.

This is a major proposal, involving as
it does some of our most useful collec-
tion assets and a large amount of the
intelligence budget. To date, we have
not received any necessary details on
what is involved, how this would oper-
ate, how this would affect all of the
policy makers who rely on this valu-
able intelligence. | wish to assure my
colleagues that we in the Intelligence
Committee and they here on the floor
will have a full opportunity to review
and vote on any such major change.
That is why my colleagues in the Sen-
ate and | inserted a provision in this
bill requesting that no funds be used to
begin implementation of such an agen-
cy until Congress has had the oppor-
tunity to review detailed plans.

Let me turn briefly to the prospects
for the fiscal year 1997 intelligence au-
thorization. As | said, the fiscal year
1996 administration proposal was lack-
ing in vision and was a disappointment.
I have made it very clear to the Vice
President and to the Director of
Central Intelligence that if the fiscal
year 1997 authorization request is simi-
larly lacking in vision for the next sev-
eral years, then that bill will be dead
on arrival.

I am also concerned by briefings that
we have begun to receive about upcom-
ing intelligence funding. The Director
of Central Intelligence is apparently
considering large cuts in his own budg-
et in order to fund nonintelligence de-
fense programs. Too often intelligence
has been made a bill payer for these
other programs. Earlier this week, DCI
Deutch testified before our committee
and stated that he disagreed “‘with peo-
ple who say where you take the money
doesn’t matter. It does matter.” He
also said that he wanted to see an
““honest competition between plat-
forms in the defense budget.” We in-
tend to hold him to these views. Thus
far, his actions speak louder than his
words. | would hate to see the work we
have begun to do on intelligence so
quickly undone.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
for the fiscal year 1996 intelligence au-
thorization gives the Nation a nec-
essary beginning in reshaping and
strengthening our intelligence capa-
bilities. | urge all of my colleagues to
support it.

O 1100
Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.
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(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the conference report on
H.R. 1655, the intelligence authoriza-
tion bill for fiscal year 1996.

I want to begin by commending
Chairman CoMBEST for his persever-
ance in pursuing a resolution to the
several contentious issues which sepa-
rated the House and Senate on this leg-
islation. His commitment to complet-
ing action on this measure this year
has resulted in an agreement which
strengthens the bills previously consid-
ered by the House and Senate.

Largely because the conferees agreed
to endorse a reduction, made earlier in
the Defense Appropriations Act in cer-
tain funds available to the National
Reconnaissance Office [NRO], the au-
thorization level in this conference re-
port is below the level not only in the
House-passed bill and the President’s
request, but the amounts authorized
and appropriated in fiscal year 1995 as
well. The reduction in the NRO’s carry-
forward funds made possible some in-
creases In intelligence activities in
other agencies, without an increase in
the overall size of the fiscal year 1996
intelligence authorization.

The conferees believed that the
amount of carry-forward funds accu-
mulated by the NRO was excessive, ei-
ther to the needs of NRO programs in
fiscal year 1996 or, at some level, to its
programmatic needs in the future. |
want to emphasize that there is uncer-
tainty over how much of the carry for-
ward funding will be necessary to com-
plete the satellite architecture cur-
rently envisioned by the NRO, and the
restoration of some of the funds elimi-
nated in the conference report may be
necessary in the future. Director of
Central Intelligence [DCI] Deutch has
made a commitment to resolve this un-
certainty so that a better understand-
ing of the NRO’s financial needs can be
defined. | want to caution against any
further significant reductions in the
carry-forward funds until the DCI has
provided additional, clarifying infor-
mation. He is also, by the way, putting
in a new financial officer at the NRO,
which | think is a good move and
should be supported by the Congress.

The needs of the United States for in-
telligence collection systems, particu-
larly those which present complex en-
gineering challenges, are influenced by
advances in technology, changes in re-
quirements, and available resources. It
is important that decisions on the ac-
quisition of new systems, particularly
those which will replace systems of
proven capability, be made with a full
appreciation of the ramifications of
those decisions. The conference report
ensures that judgments on the advis-
ability of proceeding with a new sat-
ellite collection system will be made in
a measured, deliberative manner. | be-
lieve that will ensure that the DCI will
be able to make a much more informed
judgment on collection architecture
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options than might otherwise have
been possible.

As important as collection is to our
intelligence needs, it is just as impor-
tant that the information collected be
thoroughly processed and quickly dis-
seminated. In my judgment, we have
not devoted enough attention to these
areas in the past, and | am pleased that
DCI Deutch intends to commit more
resources to them in the future. | look
forward to working with Chairman
COoMBEST in the fiscal year 1997 budget
cycle to make certain that processing
and dissemination are adequately ad-
dressed.

Recently, the DCI, the Secretary of
Defense, and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff proposed the consolida-
tion of imaging resources and manage-
ment in a single agency within the De-
partment of Defense. In their letter in-
forming Congress of the proposal, these
national security leaders promised to
consult closely with Congress before
proceeding with a comprehensive im-
plementation plan. In fact, they have
said in our meetings that legislation is
required before the agency can be cre-
ated. The consultation process has
begun. | am pleased that the conferees
recognized not only the importance of
Congress being fully involved in work-
ing out the details of this proposal, but
in allowing the necessary studies, plan-
ning, and coordination to take place
while the process of consultation is un-
derway. | believe this will ensure that
the new agency is able to begin to func-
tion as soon as all necessary approvals
are obtained.

Mr. Speaker, with United States
Forces beginning a significant deploy-
ment in Bosnia, the importance of
timely and accurate intelligence is un-
derscored once more. This conference
report authorizes many of the pro-
grams and activities on which the suc-
cess of operations like the one in
Bosnia will depend. 1 commend this
legislation to my colleagues and urge
that it be adopted.

Mr. Speaker, | also want to com-
pliment the staff. Both the majority
and minority staff on this committee
have done a good job this year. | think
they have worked very hard, and | am
pleased that on a bipartisan basis we
have been able to put together this bill
and to work out some very difficult is-
sues.

I would say to some of the other
Members of this body that this may be
a model for how the majority and mi-
nority work together to enact impor-
tant legislation in a timely way. | want
to again thank the chairman for his
help, cooperation and his fair-minded
approach to dealing with these con-
troversial issues.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | am afraid | have to
differ with my colleague who just
spoke when he said this should be a
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model for how to deal with important
legislation.

I do not think there is a less becom-
ing example of how this Congress deals
with fundamental issues than the way
we have historically dealt with intel-
ligence. First, let us underscore one
point: One of the most important facts
about this debate will go unuttered:
How much are we authorizing? Because
we have enforced upon ourselves an ex-
traordinary stupid rule by which we
cannot publicly say what the overall
amount of the intelligence budget is,
apparently because we think the
enemy may know.

Now, of course, virtually any enemy
interested in being an enemy knows.
What we do here is to keep this from
the average American. There will be
figures presented in the newspaper.
They will probably be accurate. We
will look the other way.

It seems to me we bring a lot of dis-
respect when we wink at that. Actu-
ally, I was surprised when my friend
from Washington said we were reducing
the authorization this year. From what
to what? We cannot tell you. How
much? We cannot tell you.

The American people cannot be
trusted with anything as potentially
dangerous as a number, but we can tell
then we are reducing it.

I am actually encouraged the Com-
mittee on Intelligence is telling us if
we announced we were reducing it, we
would be encouraging the enemy. I am
pleasantly surprised. 1 do not think
anything negative will happen. We are
gong to see now. We have announced
we are reducing it. I do not think the
enemies are going to come forward.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | yield
to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. | want to say to the gen-
tleman, our former chairman, Con-
gressman Glickman, and | both sup-
ported making this number public and
have voted for it on several occasions.
I think we have even joined with the
gentleman from Massachusetts in that
respect.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | agree

Mr. DICKS. | concur. | do not see a
major national security problem with
that number being made public.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. |
thank the gentleman. As you know our
former colleague, Mr. Glickman, now
Secretary of Agriculture, I understand
he is interested in trying to hide the
number of agricultural subsidies. That
is, | think, one that angers many more
Americans, what we are going to pay
the farmers to do whatever they want
anyway. That is probably one they
ought to hide and not this one.

I acknowledge what the gentleman
from Washington said. But the major-
ity has enforced this rule. So the
American people can know, | think I
can say without fear of indictment,
that we will be spending many billions
of dollars in this bill. I think national
security will survive by mentioning the
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figure, many billions. The American
people will not know how many bil-
lions and how many less billions than
we used to before.

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will
yield further, the gentleman is right?
It is many billions.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. |
thank the gentleman for that. I hope
he has not endangered his standing as a
member of the national security com-
munity prepared to help protect our se-
crets. But this is an example of the sil-
liness.

There are further examples of how
this is not the best way to deal with it.
We are talking here about one of the
most fundamental issues facing this
country. We are about to adopt a budg-
et which will severely limit spending
over the next 7 years. We are going
limit overall discretionary spending.

The amount we spend on national se-
curity, on intelligence and its various
forms, on the military, and this is all
intricately connected, will be a severe
check on what we can spend elsewhere.
The more we spend in this budget the
less environmental protection we will
have, the less we will have for edu-
cation. It all becomes zero sum.

In the past we would say to our-
selves, well, when it comes to the na-
tional security, we will err on the side
of safety because, after all, the very se-
curity of the Nation is at stake.

We also have not been operating for
many years in a limited zero-sum situ-
ation. We had a deficit, a continuing
deficit. It was harder to argue then
that an extra billion or two or three in
this budget would come out of efforts
at local enforcement where we supply
money for communities to hire police
officers, loans for people to go to col-
lege who could not otherwise afford to
go, environmental protection. We use
to be able to be more casual about this.

But today every dollar that we ap-
propriate for this and other national
security measures reduces our capacity
as a society to deal with other impor-
tant public problems.

Now, for many years we argued that
we, if we were going to err, we should
err on the side of spending money on
national security because the very sur-
vival of the Nation was at stake. And it
was. Beginning in the late 1930’s, with
the rise of Hitler and his allies and
then after this Nation played a major
role in defeating Hitler, beginning in
1945, with Stalin and his, not allies but
vassals, we faced for 50 years outside
powers that did not share our belief in
freedom, that were regressive in their
desire to diminish freedom elsewhere
and which possessed the physical ca-
pacity to damage the
United States.

Fortunately, for a combination of
reasons, by the early 1990’s, that situa-
tion had changed, and one thing that
this budget reflects is the view, and
Members have said it time and again
here, the world is no less dangerous
today than it was 10 years ago from the
standpoint of the United States. | can-
not think of a single proposition less
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intellectually valid, less in consonance
with the real facts in the world and
more damaging to the social fabric of
this country.

In fact, there has been a qualitative
increase in our security in the world.
Yes; there are in the world today very
unpleasant people running countries.
You look at Iran, you look at Iraq, you
look at North Korea and in a rational
world the people running those coun-
tries would not even be allowed to
drive cars. Sadly, they are in charge of
countries. They make miserable the
lives of millions, and if they could they
would do great damage. But, collec-
tively, they simply do not rise to the
level of a threat of the United States.

We fought a few years ago against
Irag. We were told, and some of us took
that apparently more seriously than it
turned out we had to, that there would
be a terrible problem because Irag had
the fourth largest army in the world.
We went to war against the fourth
largest army in the world, and that war
was over, fortunately, very quickly in
a very, very one-sided win for the Unit-
ed States. Then we were told, even
after Iraq, there are other countries
that are a threat. There is Iran. Well,
Iran is run by people who are appalling
in their lack of respect for the rights of
others. They are clearly people who, if
they could, would substantially dimin-
ish freedom. But they have not got the
capacity to threaten us physically.

Iran lost a war to Iraq, which sug-
gests to me that our fear of their over-
all power has been exaggerated. Again,
we are talking now not about whether
the United States ought to be strong,
not whether the United States ought to
be by far the strongest nation in the
world with the best intelligence in the
world, the best weapons in the world;
the question is, now the Soviet Union
has collapsed, that Russia is now a
small part of what the old Soviet em-
pire was, now that Poland, Hungary,
East Germany and Czechoslovakia and
Bulgaria have moved away, now the
Soviet Union itself has been broken
into smaller parts, the nature of the
threat has substantially diminished.
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Yes, there are still problems in Rus-
sia, but the capacity, and people in the
military have always said, you do not
look at the intention of the enemy, you
look at the capacity, that capacity is
rapidly diminishing.

The Russians are now trying to sell
their last remaining aircraft carrier to
India, because they cannot afford to
keep it up. Their fleet is in disuse and
they are trying to sell that off. There
has been denuclearization in
Kazakhstan, Ukraine, and Belarus. The
question is not whether America
should be strong.

The question is, and this is, as | said,
the central proposition, those who are
looking to prop up excessive defense
spending, which comes inevitably at
the cost of environmental protection
and education and health care and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

other important needs, local law en-
forcement, local transportation, their
argument is the world is no safer.

They are wrong. There is a quali-
tative difference between the Soviet
Union of 10 years ago, leading the War-
saw Pact, with its capacity to inflict
absolutely terrible physical damage on
this country, and, on the other hand,
North Korea, Iran, and lraq. Immoral
societies, societies that oppose free-
dom, but which simply do not have the
power.

Members have said, you know, the
military budget has dropped since 1990.
Yes, it has. But the point is that it has
not dropped nearly enough, given the
drop in the threat. If, in fact, we were
lucky enough to see cancer as an ill-
ness diminish in its scope the way the
Soviet Union has diminished, | would
predict you would see a greater drop in
the National Cancer Institute. We do
not spend a lot of money today com-
bating polio. It is a terrible thing, but
fortunately, we have diminished it.

The problem is that military spend-
ing survives far after the threat has di-
minished, and the proof of that is that
people who defend this level of spend-
ing, this relatively minor cut, talk
about, and | really feel at a disadvan-
tage, because, unlike the gentleman
from Washington, the majority has in-
sisted on keeping the number secret, so
they are going to tell you they cut it,
but they cannot tell you how much
they cut it. But that is because they do
not want to tell you how much they
cut it, which is, of course, silly. But it
also helps them keep it at a much high-
er number than it should be. We have
got an overly inflated national security
expenditure. The world is very dif-
ferent.

As a matter of fact, what we are suf-
fering from is a severe case of cultural
lag. For about 50 years, from 1940 to
1990, it is true, this Nation faced, first
from the Nazis and then from the Com-
munists, physical threats to our very
existence.

Today the major international prob-
lem for Americans is not that we face
a physical threat to our existence; it is
that we face a threat to our ability to
maintain the standard of life to which
we have become accustomed in a world
in which you can make anything any-
where with great technological change.

That is the challenge. That is the
challenge that is destabilizing France.
That is the challenge that is causing
grave problems in America, as com-
pany profits go up and workers are
treated worse.

The problem we have is that we are
using tens of billions of dollars of our
resources to act as if we were still
under major physical threat from the
Soviet Union or some comparable
force, and depriving ourselves of the
ability to deal with the current threat.
It is a severe case of cultural lag.

So, | hope we will reject this particu-
lar budget, because it is a reflection of
the mistaken policy that says the
world is just about as dangerous as it
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used to be. Let me say this. They said,
you know, the world is just as dan-
gerous because we have lIran, lIraq,
North Korea.

None of those countries, as | recall,
sprang into existence for the first time
in 1992. Eight or nine years ago we had
the fully nuclear-armed Soviet Union
and the Warsaw Pact, and Iran and Iraq
and North Korea. Now we have these
smaller nations and we continue to
pump it up.

As far as the intelligence agencies
are concerned, what are they doing?
Well, they are into, we have talked
about mission creep, they are into mis-
sion search. Mission creep is when you
gradually begin to do more. Mission
search is when you do not have enough
things to do and you look for new
things to do to justify your budget. So
now we are being told we need them to
do economic intelligence.

Where are the free enterprisers? You
want to have the Federal Government
now serving as the economic research
bureau of corporate America? These
are people who are charged with pro-
tecting our national security. The no-
tion that we will now transfer over and
pay them billions of dollars to do eco-
nomic analysis is hardly consistent
with free enterprise, and also not a
very good use of our money, since they
are not going to be the ones you would
reply on. Paying our highly trained in-
telligence force to be market research-
ers does not make a great deal of sense,
but that is the direction they are mov-
ing in.

| stress again that we do this at very
specific cost to everything else. Every
billion dollars we spend unnecessarily
in this area means you cannot spend
money on student loans, for working
class young people to go to college;
cleaning up Superfund sites, providing
adequate transportation; providing
health care.

My Republican colleagues have said
with regard to some of the cuts that
are being made, we do not like to make
them, but we have to, because we have
the goal of balancing the budget. You
make it much harder with this kind of
legislation. To the extent you continue
to pump unnecessary funds into the na-
tional security apparatus and do not
recognize the extent to which there has
been a diminution in the threat of a
qualitative sort, you cause your own
problems when you reduce spending in
many other places.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, you can
never do too much reconnaissance.
That is General George S. Patton from
his book ““War as | Knew It.”’

This excellent intelligence con-
ference report provides our military
and our intelligence support troops
what they need today in Bosnia and the
intelligence capability we will need to-
morrow and as far as we can recon into
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the future in North Korea, Iran, South
America, Eastern Europe, and every-
where else on an increasingly com-
plicated global situation.

This report provides, as has been
stated several times, a 4-percent in-
crease in tactical intelligence funding.
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Com-
BEST] has made me the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Tactical and Tech-
nical Intelligence, and in a situation
like Bosnia, everything, from our high-
est satellite architecture, to unmanned
aerial vehicles, to everything we can do
technically to detect some very dif-
ficult-to-find land mines, a great per-
centage of them made just across the
Adriatic in Italy, it is not all Chinese
plastic mines, we need all the funding
we can get to truly ‘‘support our men
and women in harm’s way.”

This is direct intelligence for the war
fighters, or peace forgers, or peace
hammerers, or peacekeepers, or nation
builders, whatever we call our young
defenders in the field.

It increases funding for, as | said, un-
manned aerial vehicle programs, UAV
programs, including the highly success-
ful Predator, already supporting oper-
ations in Bosnia. The staff of our com-
mittee and myself, together with a
former member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, Col.
GREG LAUGHLIN, the Congressman from
Texas, we went to Albania, saw our
growing friendship there, and how ex-
cellent this Predator program is.

It provides funding to reengine the
existing workhorse of strategic manned
reconnaissance, the RC-135 rivet joint
aircraft. One of our staffers who went
with me on that trip last August, Mike
Meermans, spent many years on active
duty in the Air Force in the infancy of
this rivet joint incredible program.

Mr. Speaker, | can assure you, this is
a great effort to enhance the tactical
and technical intelligence capability of
the U.S. military. | want a big and vig-
orous vote on this, to show that when
you are drawing down your military to
the tune of almost 700,000 patriotic
men and women who planned on a ca-
reer, you should be upping your intel-
ligence.

A nation that suffered such drama in
this Chamber on December 8 of this
month 54 years ago, the last time we
ever declared war on anybody, it was a
result of Pearl Harbor, of course, | am
speaking about, it was a result of a
total breakdown of intelligence. We
will never have that major a lapse
again, but we are still now in a dan-
gerous world where even fine tuning of
intelligence makes the difference.

| encourage a massive vote by the
Members of this Chamber for this ex-
cellent intelligence conference report.

Mr. Speaker, may | please add a few
more key points. Our focus is to pos-
ture for the future without detriment
to current fielded systems. Our intent
is to invest in latest technologies to
determine potential without sacrific-
ing existing, proven programs, for ex-
ample, new satellite technology initia-
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tive, while funding for existing pro-
grams; funds new UAV ACTD efforts
while ensuring U-2 Dragon Lady up-
grades.

Although the budget’s total intel au-
thorization is .08 percent less than the
President’s request, it actually, in-
creases funding for every major na-
tional intel program except the NRO.
The overall decrease is result of the
large decrease in carry forward funds
from NRO.

Our conference approved bill provides
a 4 percent increase in TIARA-JMIP—
direct warfighting—intelligence sup-
port. This reflects a turn around of
continual decreases in direct military
intelligence support funds since 1990.

I repeat, we fund many new UAV ef-
forts.

We increase funding for the PREDA-
TOR Medium Altitude endurance
UAV—proven in Bosnia, where it pro-
vided direct operational support, with
unprecedented real-time imagery, to
NATO forces participating in the air
campaign.

We increase funding for the Low Ob-
servable High Altitude Endurance UAV
which will begin flight testing this
January 1996.

We Fund Conventional High Altitude
UAV.

I repeat, we provide funding, not in-
cluded in President’s request, for
reengining the ‘“‘strategic manned re-
connaissance workhorse”’, the RC-135
rivet joint.

Much of this authorization focuses on
processing and dissemination of col-
lected intelligence. These have been
where the intel community has been
perceived as weak in the past.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, will ensure a
continuing strong intelligence capabil-
ity to support policymakers and our
deployed military forces worldwide.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr.
Richardson], one of the senior members
of the Committee on Intelligence, one
of our most important Members of the
House, one of our leadership Members,
and a man who travels around the
world bringing back people who are in
trouble and does a great job for this
country.

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr.
thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, let me say in these days
of budget impasse, there is a lot of talk
of bipartisanship that does not exist,
but | think this committee is a model
for bipartisanship. | want to commend
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Cowm-
BEST] and the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Dicks] for the way they
handle this committee. | especially
want to thank the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. CoMmBEST] for the support he
gives me on many of my trips and
other initiatives.

Let me just say this conference re-
port is a good one. There are some good

Speaker, |
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bipartisan compromises on the Na-
tional Recognizance Office, on some of
the covert action programs. There are
good initiatives here that deal with
international terrorism, good initia-
tives allowing also the Department of
Defense to get more into the intel-
ligence areas, recruiting women and
minorities. There are some good initia-
tives here that deal with Bosnia.

Let me just address some observa-
tions that | have had as probably the
longest serving member of the Com-
mittee on Intelligence of anyone here.

First, | think we have a very good
CIA director, John Deutch. | think we
should support him. He is a reformer.
He is trying to make things better. He
has brought some good people in. He is
trying to consolidate. | think we
should support him as he tries to bring
the Defense Intelligence Agency and
the National Security Agency under
his rubric. | think we should, because
what we have is a Director of Central
Intelligence, we should make him. We
should give him the authority to ap-
point those people. He has dealt with
the Ames problem effectively. He is
trying to clean things up.

But in this effort of reforming the
agency, we have to be sure we do not
hurt morale over there. There are still
a lot of good people that perform good
intelligence work, that have been there
for many years, that are either mid-ca-
reer officers, that are younger officers.
Let us support them. Let us reform the
agency, anything can be done better.
Let us made them justify their fund. |
think the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. FRANK] brings in some very
healthy skepticism. But at the same
time, let us not decimate it.

It is an unsafe world out there,
maybe not as unsafe as it used to be,
but there are threats of nuclear pro-
liferation, there are threats of terror-
ism, tribal ethnic conflicts, inter-
national narcotics. And we do have a
need for economic intelligence. 1 want
my trade negotiators to know what the
position of another country is going to
be before they get to the negotiating
table. We are not talking about
freebies for corporations. We are talk-
ing about implications, intelligence
work that is valuable for our national
security; that is, our trade negotiators.

Let me also say that | think the Na-
tional Security Agency, the NSA, has
too many people there. They have an
effort that collects data with a very
broad sweep. They do not target it.
They need to do betters in that area.

I do think we need more human intel-
ligence. We need more spies. We need
more people getting us intelligence.
Now, that may not be popular in some
circles, but we do. We need more James
Bonds. We need more people out there
that perform services that sometimes
are not the safest and sometimes are
not considered the purest of objectives.
But we need covert action. There are
instances where we probably should
have used it, and we did not.
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It has got to be carefully monitored
by the Congress. It has got to be ap-
proved by this body. Let me say also
the new DCI, the Director of Central
Intelligence, has consulted with the
Congress a lot better than his prede-
cessors. That has always been a prob-
lem. But | think the committee and
the staff have a good system of know-
ing what is going on, disseminating the
information, and finally acting on it.

Mr. Speaker, again, we should ap-
prove this vote with a strong margin.
There is strong bipartisan support for
this bill. We are downsizing our mili-
tary. But that does not mean that we
should not give our military that intel-
ligence that they need to deal with
threats. And the world is not safe. Per-
haps it is not as unsafe as it used to be,
but these new threats have to be dealt
with by new initiatives, consolidation.
They have to be dealt with with a
stronger thrust, as | said, in the human
intelligence areas, and that is people.
That is people that know Arab coun-
tries, that know about North Korea,
that know about some of the threats
that the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. FRANK] posed, and he is
right. The Soviet Union is not that
much of a threat. We do not need to
know how miserable the economy of
the Soviet Union is. It already is. We
know that. So we should know about
the intentions of other nations.

So again, | think this is a good bill.
We should support it, but with a good
healthy skepticism that some of our
colleagues have discussed.
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS],
because he will need that for his intro-
ductions.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS], and | want him to
know | have enjoyed working with him
on the defense appropriations sub-
committee on some important issues
there, and | am delighted to yield to
him.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlemen for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, all over this country
today, the American people are fright-
ened and alarmed and upset that the
Government has closed down. Last
night at 10 o’clock on the floor of this
House we managed to pass a bill that
got checks out to wounded veterans,
but yet right now we do not know
whether 8 million low-income Kids,
whether their families will get checks
so that they can eat this Christmas
week.

People here are talking about major
cuts in Medicare, forcing low-income
elderly people to pay more for health
insurance when they just do not have
the money to do that. People in this
Chamber are talking about savage cuts
in Medicaid, which could throw mil-
lions of low-income Kids, elderly peo-
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ple, working people off of health insur-
ance.

In America today millions of working
class families cannot afford to send
their kids to college. Today, 22 percent
of our children are in poverty, by far
the highest rate of children in poverty
in the industrialized world.

For God’s sake, let us get our prior-
ities straight. We do not need to be
funding the CIA and the intelligence
budget at anywhere near the level that
we funded them at the end of the cold
war.

The Soviet Union, in case some of my
colleagues have not heard, no longer
exists. The Warsaw Pact no longer ex-
ists. But our children are still hungry,
our elderly people still cannot afford
their prescription drugs. Millions of
kids still cannot go to college because
they lack the funds.

When we talk about moving toward a
balanced budget, and every day | hear
people coming up here and telling us
how important it is to move toward a
balanced budget and how we have to
cut so much from the needs of the el-
derly and the low-income people, what
happened to the discussion of the bal-
anced budget today? How come it is
not important today?

Forty years ago Dwight David Eisen-
hower, a conservative Republican, said
watch out for the military industrial
complex. Watch out for the military
industrial complex, said Dwight Eisen-
hower, a conservative Republican
President, and was he right.

This year, with the end of the cold
war, President Clinton signed a Repub-
lican defense budget asking for $7 bil-
lion more than the Pentagon re-
quested, and the children go hungry.
Today we are asking for an inflated in-
telligence budget, inflated CIA budget,
and the elderly people cannot get the
health care that they need.

Mr. Speaker, let us get our priorities
right. Let us say no to this bill. Let us
keep faith with the American people.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 1%2 minutes.

I want to remind our colleagues that
since 1985 the defense budget has been
reduced by $100 billion. We take this
year’s budget and this year’s dollars
and compare it to 1985, and we have
come down $100 billion. We have re-
duced the defense budget by 39 percent
in real terms. There is no other area of
the budget that has been cut in that
dramatic fashion.

Mr. Speaker, | agree with my friend
from Massachusetts, the world has
changed and we have recognized that
change, but | also would point out that
there are still significant problems, not
only in Russia, where we still have a
lot of nuclear weapons that have not
been dismantled; but in China, a very
strong assertive power in Asia that we
must be concerned about; and, in Iran,
Irag, and North Korea, and other
former members of the Soviet Union
that present intelligence challenges.

Mr. Speaker, the intelligence budget
is part of the defense budget and it,
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too, has been reduced. It certainly has
not been reduced to the level that my
friend from Massachusetts would ac-
cept, but | think prudent people who
look at this from all cross-sections, un-
derstand that this Congress has cut it
more than George Bush wanted it cut
and it has cut it more than Bill Clinton
wanted it cut. | think we have done a
responsible job on a bipartisan basis.

We had extensive hearings both in
the authorization and appropriations
process, and we made cuts. When we
found excess spending, like we did at
the NRO, we cut it out. But we also
have very serious requirements that
must be met. So | urge my colleagues
to continue to support this committee
and this bill.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.

Speaker, | yield myself my remaining
time.

My friend from Washington said they
found some extra spending in the NRO
and they dealt with it. They did. They
spent it somewhere else in that same
budget. That is a good example.

The intelligence community hid a
billion dollars from them. A billion
dollars was being spent by the intel-
ligence community and they did not
know about it. And then they found
out about it after the fact. Well, first,
how many Federal agencies have the
capacity to hide a billion dollars from
the appropriators and the authorizers?
The intelligence people did.

and what was the penalty, Mr.
Speaker? Well, the penalty was they
could not spend it the way they wanted
to. But that billion dollars did not go
into deficit reduction or into other pur-
poses, it went back into this cold sys-
tem because they just think they need
this money.

I believe, in the first place, that when
we talk about a 39-percent reduction,
let us understand that that is differen-
tial accounting. Because when the Re-
publicans talk about cuts or increases
in future programs, they do not use
real dollars. They do not take inflation
into account. They use nominal dol-
lars. It is only the national security
budget that gets the inflation factor
put in.

But even if it is 39 percent, and let us
just use that real dollar term else-
where, and then some of the increases
they talk about will become decreases
in real dollars, but | believe the threat
to the United States has dropped by
more than 39 percent.

In 1985, a fully armed Soviet Union
and Warsaw Pact, and that is gone, and
Iran and Iraq and those other countries
do not add up to 60 percent of the
threat we had. Yet there has been a
drop.

It is also the case that 1985 was a
great base year because that was after
Ronald Reagan and Caspar Weinberger
and a very quiescent Congress gave the
Pentagon literally more money than
even they knew what to do with. 1985,
of course, was the most inflated pos-
sible base year.
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I want to close by talking again
about that billion dollars they hid from
the Congress at the NRO. We have peo-
ple today cold, endangering their
health, because this Congress has re-
fused to appropriate adequate funds for
low-income home energy assistance.
Let us be very clear. We have cut this
back.

There are elderly people and families
in a panic because in this cold they
could not heat their homes because we
cut back the money. The billion dollars
that they hid from us that we rewarded
them by letting it be spent elsewhere is
more than we are going to give people
to heat their homes. Crumbs, small
change in this budget are essential
elsewhere, and this is an example of
the worst kind of priority setting.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI], a
valued member of our committee.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, 1, too,
want to commend the Chair and the
ranking member of our committee for
the bipartisan manner in which the
business of the Permanent Select Com-
mittees on Intelligence has been con-
ducted.

| particularly want to thank the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. CoMBEST] for
his leadership and cooperation on the
sanctions issue, on which we went into
detail when the bill originally came to
the floor. Simply said, if the adminis-
tration chooses not to issue sanctions
for reasons as are spelled out in the
bill, this action would be rare and Con-
gress would be looking closely at the
actions they take.

I, too, agree with the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK], that as we
cut spending across the board in the
Congress of the United States, that our
intelligence budget should be subjected
to that same tightening of the belt. |
wish that his amendment, which |
thought was a very sensible one, be-
cause it left the discretion to the DCI
and Secretary of Defense to do the cut-
ting, was one that | had hoped this
body would have accepted. It did not.

However, | still rise to support the
legislation because | believe that the
bill before us is one that, at least for
this next year, is worthy of support. It
is worthy of support, | believe, because
of the work that has gone into it but
also because of the new director of the
Central Intelligence, Director Deutch.
| believe he deserves the confidence of
the Congress of the United States to
attempt to change how the intelligence
community relates to itself and to each
other.

| also believe that we have to have
appropriate funding in order to build
the satellite architecture and make the
determinations about the satellite ar-
chitecture. | am concerned, Mr. Speak-
er, that the diversity issue be ad-
dressed more proactively in the Central
Intelligence Agency, and | accept the
director’s assurances that that will
take place.

| believe that our country is better
served when all of its manifestations
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reflect the diversity of our country. It
is very, very important in terms of in-
telligence. What country has greater
diversity in terms of language, in cul-
ture, and representation than the Unit-
ed States? | think our needs in terms of
intelligence are served by drawing
upon that, diversity certainly not only
in our recruiting, but in our advance-
ment within the Central Intelligence
Agency and the community. And in
that | certainly include the participa-
tion of women. | am pleased with the
appointment of Nora Slatkin as the ex-
ecutive director.

Mr. Speaker, | am concerned about
the funding for their issues. We do need
funds in order to declassify the mate-
rial that we need to declassify. We need
to prepare for a comprehensive test ban
treaty verification. There are many
reasons why we have to provide the re-
sources to go forward, including the en-
vironment.

I share the concern of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] about
economic espionage. | think that cor-
porations should do their own intel-
ligence. If the needs of the country are
served by our economic intelligence,
that is quite different than serving the
needs of a particular company.

With that, Mr. Speaker, | again com-
mend the chairman and the ranking
member for their leadership. I, too, will
fight again for cuts. | think we should
have more declassification and more
diversity in our intelligence services
and will fight for that in the next year.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 2 minutes.

I want to make clear the point on
economic espionage. | think the DCI
has made it very clear that we are not
entering this on a company-by-com-
pany basis; that we are looking at
agreements that have been entered
into, economic agreements between the
United States and other countries, to
make sure that they are faithfully exe-
cuted, sometimes using our intel-
ligence resources for that purpose. We
also verify on a government-to-govern-
ment basis various negotiations that
occur between countries. Some things
are done there, obviously.

We have not engaged, and | think the
DCI has been correct and the Congress
has been correct to draw a line and say
we will not go out and engage in these
activities on behalf of any company. |
wanted to make that point clear.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. | yield to the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | would
say to the gentleman that | have two
concerns about the economic espio-
nage. One is the one the gentleman just
spelled out, that we are not here to be
an extension of providing corporate
welfare to corporations to help them do
business internationally, and the gen-
tleman makes the distinction very well
in terms of what is in the interest of
our country, trade, et cetera.
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But | have another concern, and that
is how many of my colleagues remem-
ber when we were young, what was the
March of Dimes against polio, and then
all of a sudden one day, who knows, the
day when the March of Dimes was to
fight birth defects. It happened at a
time very appropriately, and | am say-
ing that with great positive admiration
for the work that is done there.

Mr. Speaker, | do not want to see the
intelligence community all of the sud-
den justifying its existence on the eco-
nomic side, when what has been de-
scribed by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ComMBEST] and by the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks] as real
threats. And as we know, if we send our
troops out, we have to provide the best
intelligence, but | do not want the jus-
tification for this big budget, which |
think should be cut, to be now eco-
nomic espionage. That is part of my
concern with this new mission.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | com-
pletely concur with the gentlewoman
on that.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, certainly,
economic espionage does not require
the type of money that we are talking
about here.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, could
you tell me what the remaining time
is?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ComBEST] has 11 minutes remain-
ing, the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. Dicks] has 1¥2 minutes remaining,
and the time of the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has ex-
pired.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
make some general comments, not spe-
cific.

Mr. Speaker, | will never forget when
I first had the opportunity, actually
my first trip to Washington, DC, in my
life in my mid-twenties, when | went to
work for U.S. Senator John Tower. One
of the things that we have certainly
lost in this House, and that | would
like to return to, and | think the rela-
tionship with the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELosI] and with the
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON] is exemplary, is in terms of the
fact that we can work together. We
may have some philosophical dif-
ferences, but it is not a personal mat-
ter.

Mr. Speaker, | always had a great
deal of respect for the fact that Hubert
Humphrey, while | disagreed with him
on many philosophical issues, there
could be passionate debate in the Sen-
ate, and he and my boss, John Tower,
would basically walk off the floor arm
in arm because of a friendship that was
there. They understood the passion
with which people cared about issues.

Mr. Speaker, I have that same re-
spect certainly for the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] and the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS]. They are very passionate in their
beliefs.
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This is one of those issues in which
there are some differences in priorities.
It certainly is not that we want to see
children starving. We could take all of
the money in defense and in intel-
ligence and spend it on other programs,
and to many that would not be enough.
And, certainly, we cannot do that.

Mr. Speaker, we are concerned about
a balanced budget. This Congress
passed, and it may have been over the
objection of many who have spoken, a
budget earlier in the year and we con-
form to that budget. We fit within it.
We will take those reductions as they
come.

Mr. Speaker, | would say to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts that we are
substantially below where we were
when this House passed this bill some
months ago.

Mr. Speaker, | want to comment on
what the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. PELosI] said. There is no Member
of the House that has more of a con-
cern, a very dedicated concern in the
areas that she has those concerns in
our foreign relations policies. | have
stated on this floor as well that we
should not, and we cannot, justify ex-
pending money in the intelligence
budget on economic intelligence. |
would have a very difficult time com-
ing and suggesting that that is what we
ought to be doing.

Mr. Speaker, if there is information
in the bigger national security issue
that we would gain and glean from
that, | think that is as well, as the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr.
RCHARDSON] so ably pointed out, an
area in which we can be very helpful to
our own commerce. But it is not com-
pany-specific; it is not giving one com-
pany advantage over the other.

Mr. Speaker, it is not that just the
agencies within the intelligence com-
munity are going out and searching for
new roles in order to justify their ex-
istence. They are being asked to do
these things.

The Vice President is very concerned
about the role that intelligence can
play, and past intelligence information
that has come together, on the envi-
ronment. And if there is information
that we can get on the environment,
and information we can get about eco-
nomic intelligence and other areas, |
think that is a very legitimate cause. |
think it would be very difficult to jus-
tify expenditures solely for those pur-
poses. They are not the major priority
and role of the intelligence commu-
nity. They are an offshoot. The country
is better served by it. And as long as it
does not infringe upon or become more
significant or important than that
dealing with national security and the
intelligence community, | will con-
tinue as well to support it.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Washington only had 1%2 minutes re-
maining. Does the gentleman need ad-
ditional time?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, no. | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and |
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move the previous question on the con-
ference report.
The previous question was ordered.
The conference report was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report just
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 4, PERSONAL RESPON-
SIBILITY ACT OF 1995

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 319, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 319

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 4) to restore the American family, re-
duce illegitimacy, control welfare spending
and reduce welfare dependence. All points of
order against the conference report and
against its consideration are waived. The
conference report shall be considered as
read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). The gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLoMoON] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, | yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HAaLL], pending which | yield myself
such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, during consideration of
this resolution, of course, all time
yielded is for the purposes of debate
only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 319
waives points of order against the con-
ference report accompanying H.R. 4,
the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Act of 1995; that is, the
Welfare Reform Act, and against its
consideration. The resolution provides,
further, that the conference report
shall be considered as read.

Mr. Speaker, this is a traditional rule
for conference reports and | know of no
controversy about the rule. It was
voted out of the Committee on Rules
last night around midnight by a voice
vote.

Mr. Speaker, today this rule will
allow the House to vote on legislation
which literally overhauls the Nation’s
dilapidated and failed welfare system.
When | opened the debate on this meas-
ure back on March 21 of 1995, many
months ago, | suggested then that the
American people should measure wel-
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fare reform proposals based on how
they would affect the status quo. That
is what this debate is all about here
today: the status quo. Do we want the
status quo? Has it worked, or do we
want to change it?

Mr. Speaker, most everyone in this
country agrees the current system has
failed. It has failed our families. It has
failed our children. And they also agree
it has not been for a lack of spending.

Mr. Speaker, over the last 35 years,
taxpayers have spent $5.4 trillion in
Federal and State spending on welfare
programs. This welfare reform bill hon-
estly and compassionately addresses
the key problems of poverty in Amer-
ica, and that is illegitimate births, wel-
fare dependency, child support enforce-
ment, and putting low-income people
back to work. That is one of the basics
of this legislation, putting welfare peo-
ple back to work; giving them the work
ethic that literally is what built this
great country of ours over all the
years.

Mr. Speaker, not only does this legis-
lation encourage responsibility and
work among single mothers that are
the vast majority of welfare recipients,
and that is the saddest thing in the
world, but this bill contains tough
measures to crack down on these dead-
beat fathers who have deserted their
families.

The conference agreement before us
today establishes uniform State track-
ing procedures for those who owe child
support and refuse to pay it. It pro-
motes automated child support proce-
dures in every State of this Union; con-
tains strong measures to ensure rigor-
ous child support collection services;
and, according to the testimony in the
Committee on Rules last night by the
very able gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARCHER] and the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. SHAw], the child support title
of their conference agreement enjoys
broad bipartisan support in this Con-
gress and, incidentally, in the Clinton
administration as well, which is why
this President ought to sign this bill.

Mr. Speaker, on this particular title
of the bill, I would like to relate a con-
versation | had recently with a con-
stituent of mine to emphasize its im-
portance. A member of my district of-
fice staff informed me that she had re-
ceived a call from a woman who ex-
plained, in between sobs, she was lit-
erally crying, that she desperately
needed to speak with me.

Mr. Speaker, | have been tied up
down here for several weeks and have
not been able to get home. But when |
went back to my office late that night,
I reached my constituent by telephone
and she explained to me that she was
holding down two jobs to support an 8-
year-old son who had a learning dis-
ability. She told me public schools do
not provide her son with adequate at-
tention to that particular disability
and he needed the care of a special
tutor, but, she said, that her two small
salaries that she has worked at, and
she has never taken 1 day or taken 1
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